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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In the Office Action mailed May 10, 2005, an objection was made against claims 9, 16, 
and 30. Claims 1-30 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, second paragraph. Claims 1-30 were 
also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over a variety of combined 
references. The specification is amended to correct certain informalities in a paragraph. 
Independent claims 1, 10, and 22 are canceled. Independent claims 31- 33 are added. Qaims 9, 
16, 29, and 30 are amended to correct informalities in the claims. Claims 2-6, 11, 13, 17, 23-25, 
and 27 are amended to correct the dependency of the claims for the new claim dependencies to 
independent claims 31-33. Claims 2-9, 11-21, and 23-33 remain pending. In light of the 
amendments and the arguments provided below, Applicant respectfiilly requests lecoosideration 
and allowance of the pending claims. 

I. Claim Objections 



Claims 9, 16, and 30 are objected to for being incomplete sentences. Applicant has 
amended claims 9, 16, and 30 to coirect these informalities. Claim 29 has also been amended to 
correct a similar informality. Reconsideration of claims 9, 16, 29, and 30 is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

S= Rejections under 35 U S.C. 1 12. Second Para^ ph 

Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to rarticiilaxly point and distL:::tly cl.iin ±c sujjecr niattor v/I.i ....plij.u: J. as uic 
invention. Claims 1, 10, and 22 are canceled. Ckims 3 1-33 are provided in place oi claims .1, 
10, and 22 to better clarify the subject matter that the applicant regards as the invention. No new 
matter has been added, and the claims have not been replaced to fiirther limit the scope of the 
claimed invention. With independent claims 1, 10, and 22 canceled. Applicant respectfiilly 
requests reconsideration of tfie remaining pendiAg claims. 



Page 8 of 14 



PAGE 11/18 • RCVD AT 8/23/2005 6:09:38 PM [Easlem OayDghl Time] ' 3VR;US?T0-ErXRf -6/27 * DIJlS:2?3o30fl * CSiD:2Co m 0201 ' DURATiOH |inin«):04.22 



08-23-05 ' 03:04PM- FROM-UERCHANT fi QDULD P.C. 

App. No. 09/785,861 

Amendment Dated: August 23, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of May 1 0. 2005 



206-342-6201 



T-215 P 012/018 F-115 



in. Reiectiftns under 35 U.S C. 1 01(a) 

1.) Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Atavamudhan et al., U.S. Patent No- 6.563,919 ["Aravamiidhan"], in view of Mendez et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,023,708 ["Mendez"]. Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

Independent claim 1 has been canceled. Independent claim 3 1 is provided in place of 
independent claim 1 to better clarify the subject matter the Applicant regards as the invention. 
First, claim 31 recites "a transport component", "a messaging component", "a data store", and "a 
storage component" all "included in the mobile device". In contrast, the miified mobility 
manager (UMM) (30) of Aravaraudhan is shown in Fig. 2 as a separate module fiom the various 
mobile devices. Aiavamudhan additionally states, 'The present invention is a system and 
method for unifying the implementation and processing of mobile communications by various 
mobile devices and units and terminals ("mobile systems") that operate on various mobile 
communication protocols." (Aravamudhan column 6, lines 1 1-15) (emphasis added) Since the 
claimed invention relates to communication within a mobile device, while Amvamudhan is 
directed to communication between mobile devices, Aravamudhan cannot teach or suggest the 
limitations of claim 3 1 . 

Similarly. Mendez also shows that the remote terminal (102) in Fig. 1 only includes the 
stored workspace data (1 16). The global translator (122) is included separately on global server 
106. Accordingly, Mende? is also directed to communication between the remote terminal (102) 
ai7d o!i::r dcvhes, rather than co.-imijjjica.i.,. v. tlic .-.more t..w.i.uul (102;. x ucrefurc, 
Mendez also does not teach or suggej:!: the iiiuiutious of clai rn 31. 

Additionally, claim 31 recites that "the first format corresponds to a standard fonnat for 
distribution of the message" and "translating die message from the first fonnat to second format 
for storage, wherein the second format corresponds to a native storage format of the mobile 
device and is different from the first format and the transport protocol". In contrast, 
Aravamudhan discloses only that the infoimation used by the UMM is in a normalized format, 
and that the information corresponds to each type of communication protocol, (see 
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Aiavamudhan column 7, line 46 - column 8, line 65) Similarly, Mendez teaches maintaining 
workspace data in a global format that is easily translatable to and from storage foimats A and B. 
(see Mendez column 4, lines 1 1-22) Accordingly, the combination of Aravamudhan and 
Mendez do not teach or suggest the above-recites claim limitations. Neither reference teaches a 
"first format for distribution of the message in a mobile device". Also, neither reference teaches 
a "second format...that is different from the first fonnat and the transport protocol". 
Accordingly, claim 3 1 is patentable over Aravamudhan in view of Mendez. 

With regard to claims 2-7, the dependency of claims 2-7 are changed to depend from 
claim 31. Therefore, claims 2-7 are patentable over Aravamudhan in view of Mendez for at least 
the reasons stated above with regard to claim 31. 

2.) Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aravamudhan, in view of Mendez, in further view of Buckley et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,848,415 
["Buckley"]. Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

The rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claims 8 and 9 are predicated on the 
above-stated 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections of claims 1-6. Independent claim 31 has replaced 
independent claim 1 . Claims 8 and 9 are therefore dependent from claim 31. As stated above, 
claim 31 is clearly patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Aiavamudhan in view of Mendez, and 
therefore, the Office Action's 35 U.S.C. 103(a) assertions against claims 8 and 9 also faU. The 
addition of Buckley does not cure these deficiencies of Aravamudlian and Mendez to teach llis 
claimed ins-entioii. Buckley insread veacl:^. a:i jnsicn w the SIMTP yc<.loc.[ iliat Lu-:cj a 
message fonr.arted according to a defined iixtc-aiet proiocol siaxidard and v/rappiug Oic message 
in an envelope for sending to servers. (Buckley, Abstract, lines 1-5) Buckley does not teach 
distributing a message within a mobile device. Therefore, claims 8 and 9 are patentable over 
Aravamudhan. in view of Mendez. m furtlier view of Buckley for at least the reasons stated 
above with regard to claim 31. 
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3.) Claims 10-17 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Aravamudhan, in view of Mendez, in further view of Guck (U.S. Patent No. 5,848,415). 
Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

Independent claim 10 has been canceled. Independent claim 32 is provided in place of 
independent claim 10 to better clarify the subject matter the Applicant regards as the invention. 
Claim 32 recites "distributing the message within the mobile device according to a first format". 
As stated above with regard claim 3 1, the disclosures of Aravamudhan and Mendez do not teach 
or suggest disnibuting a message within a mobile device, (see Aravamudhan Fig. 2, Mendez Fig. 
1 ) Guck also does not teach distribution of a message within a mobile device. Instead Guck 
teaches storing authored information in a centralized server, and dynamically converting the 
information as needed for the requirements of a specific recipient that is requesting the 
information firom the server. (Guck column 6, lines 46-51) 

Additionally, claim 32 recites, "a fust fonnat for distribution of the message in the 
mobile device that is different from the transport protocol" and "translaimg the message from the 
first format to second fonnat for storage, wherein the second fonnat corresponds to a native 
storage format of the mobile device and is different from the first format and the transport 
protocol". These limitations are similar to the limitations cited above for claim 31. Accordingly, 
tlie combination of Aravamudhan and Mendez also do not teach or suggest the above-recites 
claim 32 limitations for at least the reasons stated above with regard to claim 31. Adding Guck 
to the combination does not cure the del^ciency. Guck teaches a sen-cr tliat conv erts caux into a 
fonnat thar conespond ^^ith the requescer-s piulocn] and available fonnat. (Guck colui.m 4, lines 
34-44) Guck does not teach or suggest a "i^rse foiaiat for distribution of ili^ lucssa-^ u, iLc 
mobile device-\ Guck also does not teach or suggest "a second fonnat coirespond(ing) to a 
native storage fonnat of the mobile device that is different from the fii^t fonnat and the transport 
protocol." Accordinsly, claim 32 is patentable over Aviivamudlian in view of Ivlendez, in further 
view of Guck. 

With regard to claims 1 1-17 and 19, the dependency of claims 1 1-17 and 19 are 
changed to d^end from claim 32. Therefore, claims 1 1-17 and 19 ai© patentable over 
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Aravamudhan in view of Mendez, in further view of Guck for at least the reasons stated above 
with regard to claim 32. 

4.) Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aravamudhan 
in view of Mendez, and further in view of Miller et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,615;241 ["Millei"]. 
Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claim 18 is predicated on the above-stated 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) rejections of claims 10-17 and 19. Independent claim 32 has replaced independent 
claim 10. Qaim 18 is therefore dependent from claim 32. As stated above, claim 32 is clearly 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Aravamudhan in view of Mendez, in further view of 
Guck, and therefore, the Office Action's 35 U.S.C. 103(a) assertion against claim 18 also fails. 
The addition of Miller does not cure these deficiencies of Aravamudhan and Mendez to teach the 
claimed invention. Furthermore, Miller's table (Fig. 5) pointed to by the Office Action does not 
correspond to a message folder as recited in claim 18. The table in Miller coiresponds to a 
summary of e-mail not yet responded to by the user (e.g., an inbox). (Miller column 9, lines 40- 
50). The other recitations of Miller provided by the Office Action, corresponds to a message 
object (MiUer column 1 1, lines 32-37, and column 15, lines 17-62) The message object 
recitations are completely unrelated to the table recitation. There is nothing in MiUer that even 
suggests the message object's properties are stored in table form corresponding to a message 
folder as shown in FIGI^ 3 (e.g. , 3 11 and 306 respectively) of the claimed invention. 
Therefore, claim 18 is patentable over .\ravarnudha.n, in viev/ of Alende::, la fiir(Lor vic-.v of 
Miller. 

5.) Claims 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § lOj(a) as being, unpaicntable over 
Aravamudhan, Mendez and Guck, in view of Peters et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,795). 
Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

The rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claims 20 and 21 are predicated on the above- 
stated 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejections of claims 10-17 and 19. Independent claim 32 has replaced 
independent claim 10. Claims 20 and 21 are therefore dependetit fiom claim 32. As stated 



Page 12 of 14 



PA(X 1 »18 ' RCVD AT mODS 6:09:38 PM [Eastern Dayflp rone] * SVRiUSPTO-EFXRF-^^^ 



08-23-05' ' 03:05Phl FROh/hUERCHANT & miU P.C. 



206-342-6201 



T-215 P. 016/018 F-115 



App. No- 09/785,861 

Amendmeni D^ted: August 23, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of May 10, 2005 



above, claim 32 is clearly patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Aravamudhan in view of 
Mendez, in further view of Guck, and therefore, the Office Action's 35 U.S.C. 103(a) assertions 
against claims 20 and 21 also fail. Furthennore, the addition of Peters moves the combination of 
references no closer in teaching or suggesting the limitations of claim 32. There is also no 
suggestion or motivation to combine Peters with the Aravamudhan and Mendez that is provided 
in the references. It is not enough to provide such motivation after the feet, without pointing out 
where this motivation to combine the references is included within the references. Furthermore, 
Peters teach away from the claimed invention. Peters recites, that *the directory only needs to be 
extended when a hash table exceeds it maximum capacity," (Peters column 5, lines 6-8) In 
contrast, the present invention recites providing the overflow for ^'properties that are too large to 
be stored in the message property table." Accordingly, a property of the claimed invention may 
be placed in the overflow prior to the table reaching its maximum capacity if the property is too 
large. This is completely at odds with the above-cited statement in Peters. Claim 21 is 
dependent on claim 20. Therefore, claims 20 and 2 1 are patentable over Aravamudhan, Mendez 
and Guck, in view of Peters. 

6.) Claims 22, 23. and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being anticipated by 
Guck in view of Mendez. Applicant respectfully addresses this rejection below. 

Independent claim 22 has been canceled. Independent claim 33 is provided in place of 
independent claim 22 to better clarify the subject matter the Applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 33 recites '^storing a message in a data store according to a uy:ivc j:cra£:i fc.niat lor iho 
mobile device'^ ^'translating the retrieved message to a svaudard distribuiioii fo^iiat dii[crcni 
ivom the native storage ibnnat" aad '^ii^i.ilv-i::^ die ..^j^a^j ^vidd;; .h- ....^.d. J. d.v. 
according to the standard distribution fomaat". 

As stated above with regard claims 3 1 and 32, Guck and Mendez uho do not ceach or 
suggest these limitations. Because the combination of Guck and Mendez fails to teach or suggest 
distributing a message within a mobile device, Claim 22 is patentable over Guck m view of 
Mendez. 
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With regard to claims 23 and 25-30, tbe dependency of claims 23 and 25-30 are 
changed to depend from claim 33. Therefore, claims 23 and 25-30 are patentable over Guck in 
view of Mendez for at least the reasons stated above with regard to claim 33. 

7.) Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guck and 
Mendez, as applied to claim 22, in further view of Miller. Applicant respectfully addresses this 
rejection below. 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of claim 24 is predicated on the above-stated 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) rejections of claims 22, 23 and 25-30. Independent claim 33 has replaced 
independent claim 22. Claim 24 is therefore dependent from claim 33. As stated above, 
claim 33 is clearly patentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Guck in view of Mendez, and 
therefore, tbe Office Action's 35 U.S.C. 103(a) assertion against claim 24 also fails. The 
addition of Miller does not cure these deficiencies of Aravaniudhan and Mendez to teach the 
claimed invention. Furthermore, as stated above with regard to claim 18, Miller's table (Fig. 5) 
pointed to by the OfQce Action does not correspond to a message folder as recited in claim 24. 
Therefore, claim 24 is also patentable over Guck and Mendez, in further view of Miller. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all pending claims are believed to be 
allowable and the application is in condition for allowance. Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any further issues regarding this application, 
the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney for the applicant at tbe telephone 
nujiibcr provided below. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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